
United States Patent and Trademark Office 




UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
www.uspto.gov 



APPLICATION NO. 


FILING DATE 


FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 


ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 


CONFIRMATION NO. 


10/620,835 


07/17/2003 


David Chinner 


1252.1081 


8774 


21171 7590 06/05/2007 

STAAS & HALSEY LLP 


EXAMINER 


SUITE 700 

1201 NEW YORK AVENUE, N.W. 
WASHINGTON, DC 20005 




WAI, ERIC CHARLES 




ART UNIT 


PAPER NUMBER 








2195 










MAIL DATE 


DELIVERY MODE 



06/05/2007 PAPER 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 

The time period for reply, if any, is set in the attached communication. 



PTOL-90A (Rev. 04/07) 













Application No. 


Applicant(s) 


Office Action Summary 


10/620,835 


CHINNER ETAL. 


Examiner 


Art Unit 






Eric C. Wai 


2195 





-- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address -* 



Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication, 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 1 1_ July, 2003 . 

2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle , 1935 C.D. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) (3 Claim(s) 1-24 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) [x] Claim(s) 1-24 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 13 The drawing(s) filed on 1 7 July 2003 is/are: a)3 accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 

* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -24 are presented for examinations. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

\-M 

3. Claims f4^3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

a. The following terms lack antecedent basis in the claims: 

i. Claims 9 and 22, “the second predetermined amount”. 

b. The following terms are not clearly understood: 

ii. Claims 1, 14, and 24 recite, “when a number of resources in use is 
within a first predetermined amount of a maximum number of available 
resources”. It is unclear what this means (i.e. the number of resources in 
use is within a threshold?). It is unclear why there a first predetermined 
amount (i.e. is there a second?). It is also unclear whether the maximum 
number corresponds to the total number of available resources in the 



system. 
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iii. Claims 4 and 17 recite, “a soft limit”. It is unclear what the soft limit 
is limiting (i.e. the number of total requests a network file system can 
process? Or the maximum number of requests in a given time interval?). 

iv. Claims 6 and 19 recite, “a corresponding network file system 
queue”. It is unclear what is mean by ‘corresponding’ (i.e. what is the 
relationship of this network file system queue that causes it to be 
’corresponding’?). 

v. Claims 14-23, “At least one computer readable medium”. It unclear 
why there would be more than one computer readable medium. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 



Karp et al. (US Pat No. 7,032,222 hereinafter Karp). 
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6. Regarding claim 1 , Karp teaches a method of processing requests to access 
computing resources, comprising: 

restricting processing of resource acquisition requests when a number of 
resources in use is within a first predetermined amount of a maximum number of 
available resources (Fig 2, Step 106, wherein the request is denied). 

7. Regarding claim 14, it is the computer readable medium claim of claim 1 above. 
Therefore, it is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 above. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 2-13, and 15-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Karp et al. (US Pat No. 7,032,222) in view of Richardson (US Pat No. 
5,748,892). 



10. Regarding claim 2, Karp does not teach that the resource acquisition requests 



include: 
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local resource acquisition requests generated by at least one local file system for 
access to local storage and 

network resource acquisition requests generated by at least one network file 
system for access to remote data via a network. 

1 1 . While, Karp does teaches a generalized system for allocating the resources 
(such as storage) to all the users of the system, Karp does not teach local and 
networked requests. Richardson teaches a method for controlling data in a networked 
environment having client (local) and server (network) nodes. 

12. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include resource acquisition requests being generated by a local file system 
and a network file system. One would be motivated by the desire to apply Karp’s 
teachings to the managing of storage resources on local and networked environments. 

13. Regarding claim 3, Karp further teaches wherein the maximum number of 
available resources represents the available resources for the network resource 
acquisition requests and in addition, a local reserved number of the resources are 
available for the local resource acquisition requests (col 3 lines 3-4), and 

wherein said restricting applies an enforcement limit, smaller than the maximum 
number of available resources by the first predetermined amount, to the network 
resource acquisition requests (col 3 lines 16-17, wherein a soft limit is applied to each 
user). 
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14. Regarding claim 4, Karp teaches wherein each network file system has a soft 
limit for executing the network resource acquisition requests (col 3 lines 16-17, wherein 
a soft limit is applied to each user). 

15. However, Karp does not teach holding a first network resource acquisition 
request in a first file system queue if execution of the first network resource acquisition 
request would cause the enforcement limit to be exceeded and the soft limit for a first 
network file system that generated the first network resource acquisition request has 
been exceeded. 

16. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention, to place the network resource acquisition in a file system queue. One would 
be motivated by the desire to store pending requests that have not yet been granted. 

17. Regarding claim 5, Karp teaches does not explicitly teach that said holding of the 
first resource acquisition request and any subsequently received resource acquisition 
requests for the first network file system is continued until at least one of: the executing 
resource acquisition requests for the first network file system are below the soft limit, 
and the first resource acquisition request has been held on the first file system queue 
longer than a predetermined time period. 

18. Karp does teach the use of a hard limit for each user that enables users to 
exceed their soft limited under predetermined conditions (col 3 lines 33-35). 

1 9. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention, that the next queued request would be processed once an available resource 
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is free. It also would have been obvious to process a queued request that has been held 
longer than a predetermined time period. One would have been motivated by the desire 
to increase the efficiency of the system by processing requests if there are available 
resources as indicated by Karp (col 3 lines 35-38). 

20. Regarding claim 6, Karp does not teach that upon completion of execution of 
each of the resource acquisition requests, initiating execution of a longest held resource 
acquisition request in a corresponding network filesystem queue if the corresponding 
network filesystem queue is not empty. 

21 . It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention, that the next queued request would be processed once an available resource 
is free. One would be motivated by the desire to process the requests in a FIFO 
manner. 

22. Regarding claim 7, Karp teaches flushing the network resource acquisition 
requests related to a new network resource acquisition request if the maximum number 
of available resources are in use when the new network resource acquisition request is 
received (col 1 lines 45-48, wherein new users are locked out when all the resources 
are already allocated). 

23. Regarding claim 8, Karp and Richardson do not teach holding the new network 
resource acquisition request and any subsequently received network resource 
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acquisition requests in a global wait queue until the number of resources in use is less 
than the maximum number of available resources. 

24. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention, to utilize a global wait queue. One would be motivated by the desire to keep 
track of pending requests. 

25. Regarding claim 9, Karp and Richardson do not explicitly teach repeating said 
flushing of the network resource acquisition requests, until the number of resources in 
use is less than the maximum number of available resources by at least the second 
predetermined amount. 

26. Karp teaches that new requests would be locked out when all the resources are 
already allocated (col 1 lines 45-48). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention, to repeatedly flush or prohibit new requests from 
processing if the requisite resources were not available. 

27. Regarding claim 10, Karp and Richardson do not teach that upon completion of 
execution of each of the resource acquisition requests, releasing the new and any 
subsequently received network resource acquisition requests in the global wait queue, if 
the number of resources in use is less than the maximum number of available 
resources by at least the second predetermined amount. 
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28. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention, that any queued requests would be processed if the required resources were 
available. 

29. Regarding claim 1 1 , Karp and Richardson do not explicitly teach that said 
initiating execution of the longest held resource acquisition request in the corresponding 
network filesystem queue is not performed until the executing resource acquisition 
requests generated by a corresponding network filesystem are below the soft limit by a 
third predetermined amount. 

30. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention, that the system would only allow the executing of the request if there was 
some extra capability of the system to handle the request. One would be motivated by 
the desire to not overload the system. 

31 . Regarding claim 12, Karp and Richardson do not teach that the computing 
resources are handles providing access to data storage for the local and network file 
systems. 

32. Karp teaches a generalized method for handling resource requests. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, to 
include handles for providing access to data storage for the local and network file 
systems. One would be motivated by the desire to extend the teachings of Karp. 
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33. Regarding claim 1 3, Karp teaches that at least one of the maximum number of 
available resources, the enforcement limit, the soft limit and the first, second and third 
predetermined amounts are configurable by a user (col 3 lines 22-23). 

34. Regarding claims 15-24, they are the computer readable medium and system 
claims of claims 1-13 above. Therefore, they are rejected for the same reasons as 
claims 1-13 above. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eric C. Wai whose telephone number is 571-270-1012. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs, 8am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner’s 
supervisor, Meng - Ai An can be reached on 571-272-3756. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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